connections within the enclosure, and to insure against the
cable rubbing against the enclosure frame in such a manner
as to cut or otherwise wear out the cable insulation.  The
inspector found that the cable was not equipped with a proper
fitting or bushing, and that the cable conductors and jacket
insulation were in contact with the frame of the enclosure.

The respondent does not dispute the fact that the cable
which entered the enclosure in question was not properly
fitted or bushed to prevent it from contacting the frame of
the disconnect box, nor does it dispute the fact that the
cable had been "pulled" or "backed out" of the box.  Its
dispute and disagreement is with the inspector's "S&S" finding.

I conclude and find that the petitioner has established
a violation of section 77.505, by a preponderance of the
evidence.  It seems clear to me from the testimony and
evidence presented by the inspector that the cable in question
was not properly bushed or fitted as it entered the disconnect
box.  Accordingly, the violation IS SUSTAINED, and the citation
IS AFFIRMED.

With regard to the inspector's "S&S" finding, I cannot
conclude that the petitioner has established through any
credible evidence that the violation posed a hazard or any
reasonable likelihood of electrocution.  I find the inspector's
testimony in support of his "S&S" finding to be speculative
and general, and it has been rebutted by the credible testimony
of Dr. Brown.

Petitioner's rebuttal witness Collier was not with the
inspector at the time of the inspection, and he did not
observe the cited condition. Although, he stated that he was
familiar with the conditions, it seems, obvious that any
knowledge on his part came from reading the citation form
and possibly speaking with Inspector Hinckle in preparation
for the hearing. When asked whether he knew what was in the
contactor box in terms of any electrical circuits, he responded
"No, I don't know other than the fact that we have a circuit
that comes from transformers" (Tr. 244).

In response to certain questions concerning his opinion
as to whether or not the cited condition constitutes a
significant and substantial violation, Mr. Collier responded
that in the event the energized wire conductor insulation
wears off, a chain of four subsequent events would have to
occur before there would be any electrocution hazard. He
described these events as (!) a ground or high resistance
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